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Amendment9 to th Drawinaa: 

The attached drawing sheets are proposed replacemerrt sheets containing 
Figures 1 and 6, and a proposed replacement for Figure 8. 
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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

1. ) Amendments 

a. ) Specification 

The Applicants have amended the Specification to correct the informalities 
noted by the Examiner. 

b. ) Claims 

The Applicants have amended Claims 1, 5, 6, 9, 14 and 16, and cancelled 
Claims 2-4, 8 and 18-24. Accordingly, Claims 1, 5-7 and 9-17 remain pending in 
the application. Favorable reconsideration of the application is respectfully 
requested in view of the foregoing amendments and the following remarks. 

c. ) Drawinga 

The Applicants submit herewith a proposed drawing correction for Figure 
8 in accordance with the Examiner's suggestion. Also, the Applicants submit 
iierewlth a proposed drawing correction for Figures 1 and 6, deleting certain 
reference numerals designating portions of those figures that do not require a 
description in order for those sicllled in the art to make and use the invention. 

2. ) Examiner Objections 

a. ) Specification 

The Examiner objected to tfie specification as containing certain 
informalities. Amendments to the specification are submitted herewith in 
conformance to the Examiner's recommended corrections. 

b. ) Claims - Allowable Subject IMatter 

The Office Action did not include an express rejection or objection to 
Claims 2. 10-13. 15. 17, 19, 21 or 23. In a telephone call on July 1, 2003, 
however, the Examiner stated that those claims were objected to as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of tfie base claim and any 
intervening claims. The Applicants have amended independent Claim 1 to 
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include the allowable subject matter of Claim 2. Accprdinglv, Claim 1 is now 
allowable, 

c.) Miscellaneous Clainn Objections 

The Examiner objected to Claims 1, 5, 9, 14, 16, 18, 20 , 22 and 24 on 
either no stated ground or, under 37 C.F.R. 1.75(c), as being of Improper 
dependent form.** The Applicants have amended Claims 1, 5, 9, 14, 16 and 18 in 
accordance with the Examiner's suggestions, and have cancelled Claims 18, 20, 
22, and 24. Accordingly, the Applicants now believe ail remaining claims objected 
to by the Examiner are allowable. 

3. ) Cialm Rejections - 35 U^.C. § 1 1 2 

The Examiner rejected Claims ''S-e. 8 and 18-21," under 35 U.S.C. §112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which Applicant regards as the invention.^ The ^ plicants hav e cancelle d 
Clai ms 3. 4, 8 and 18-21 a nd, thus, the Examiner's rejection thereof is moot. The 
Appltean ^^ amende d Claim 6 to more particularly p ointout and d istlng ly claim the 
subject matter which Applicant regards as the inventto n; the Applicants direct the 
Exarnin e^s attention to Fig ure 7 for a better understanding of what is claimed by Claim 
er-The'TVpplicants now believe all remaining claims rejected by the Examiner under 
§112 are allowable. 

4. ) Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §102 

The Examiner rejected Claims 1, 7 and 24, under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Ahlberg. Claim 24 has been cancelled and, thus, the Examiner's rejection 
thereof is moot. 

The Examiner objected to Claim 2 as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim (/>e., Claim 1), but ttiat it would be all owable if rewritten in independent form 
rnduding all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. Accordingly, 

^ The Examiner only provided specific rejections under §1 12 of Claims 3-4, 6, 8 and 18-20; Aa, no 
specific rejections were provided for Cledms 5 arxJ 21 . 
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the Applicants have amended Claim 1 to indude the allowable subject matter of Claim 



2. Therefore, Claim 1 Is now allowable . Furthemiore, whereas Claims 7 is dependent 



f rom Claim 1, and includes the limitations thereof, Claim 7 Is also allowable . The 
Applicants, therefore, respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the rejection of 
Claims 1 and 7. 



5.) Prior Art Not Relied Upon 

The Examiner stated that certain prior art made of record and nol relied upon is 
considered pertinent to Applicants' invention. The Applicants do not believe the art 
made of record renders the Applicants' claimed invention unpatentable, but reserve the 
right to submit arguments against any express rejection or objection the Examiner may 
later elect to enter 



CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing remarks, the Applicants believe all of the claims currently 
pending in the Application to be in a condition for allowance. The Applicant, therefore, 
respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw all rejections and issue a Notice of 
Al lowan ce for Claims 1 , 5-7 and 9-17- 

The Applicants request a teieohonic interview if the Examiner has any questions 
or requires any additional infonmation that would further or expedite the prosecution of 
the Agglication. 



Respectfully submitted, 




By Roger S, Burleigh 
Registration No. 40,542 
Ericsson Patent Counsel 
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